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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-30 are pending. Claims 28-30 are withdrawn from further consideration 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 42(b) as being drawn to a non-elected invention, Claims 1-7 and 
9-26 stand rejected- Claims 8 and 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claim. Applicant appreciates the 
Examiner's comments regarding the allowability of the noted claims. 

Applicant has provided herein clarifying remarks regarding Claims 1-27, has 
canceled Claims 28-30, and has added Claims 31-32, leaving Claims 1-27 and 31-32 for 
consideration upon entiy of the present Amendment. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) and 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) have been traversed, that no new matter has been entered, and that the 
application is in condition for allowance. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S10:?(fr ) 

Claims 1, 10-11, 13-16, 18, and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b)as 
being anticipated by Fujita (U.S. Publication 2002/0148502 hereinafter Fujita). 
Applicant traverses this rejection for the following reasons, 
Applicant respectfully submits that *'[a] claim is anticipated only if each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art referenced Verdegaal Bros, V. Union Oil Co. of California, 8 14 F. 2d 
628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987) (emphasis added). Moreover, "[t]he 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the *** claim.' 1 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 
1989). Furthermore, the single source must disclose all of the claimed elements 
"arranged as in the claim:' Structural Rubber Prods. Co. v. Park Rubber Co., 749 F.2d 
707, 716, 223 U.S.P.Q. 1264, 1271 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (emphasis added). Missing elements 
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may not be supplied by the knowledge of one skilled in the art or the disclosure of 
another reference. Titanium Metals Corp. v, Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 78D, 227 U.S.P.Q. 
773,777 (Fed, Cir. 1985). 

Regarding Indepetyflmt Claim 1 

To allege anticipation by Fujita of the claimed "...a power source.., wherein the 
power source is adapted to prevent more than one of the actuatable valves from 
simultaneously having an actuated state the Examiner remarks "The term "adapted to" 
is being given patentable weight in such that the system is capable of only actuating one 
valve at a time (see MPEP 21 1 1.04)" (emphasis added) (Paper No. 200602 15, page 2) 

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed invention is limited by the 
Adapted to" clause to " prevent more than one of the actuatable valves from 
simultaneously having an actuated state" Applicant respectfully submits thai the 
Examiner's remark that "the system [of the reference] is capable of only actuating one 
valve at a time" (emphasis added) (Paper No, 20060215, page 2) does not suffice to 
support the allegation of disclosure by Fujita of the claimed limitation to "prevent more 
than one of the actuatable valves ... and therefore, Fujita does not disclose each and 
every element of the claimed invention as set forth in the claim. 

Furthermore, Applicant finds Fujita to disclose a u . .. trouble detecting means 
which judge a trouble of the gas pressure detecting means on the basis of the opening and 
closing actions o f at least two stop valves among the respective stop valves..," (Fujita, 
paragraph [0006], lines 8-10), Additionally, Applicant finds Fujita to disclose 'the 
device may be configured to simultaneously open two or more stop valves ". (Fujita, 
Paragraph [0022], lines 4-5, 

In comparing Fujita with the instant invention, Applicant finds Fujita to be 
contrary to, as well as absent of, disclosure of the claimed "... the power source Is 
adapted to prevent more than one of the actuatable valves from simultaneously having 
an actuated state." 

A system such as Fujita that operates on the basis of the opening and closing 
actions of at least two stop valves is capable of actuating more that one valve at a time. 
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and therefore does not prevent more than one of the actuatable valves from 
simultaneously having an actuated state, which is specifically claimed for in the instant 
invention. 

Furthermore, if, and only for purposes of example, Applicant were to accept the 
Examiner's interpretation of the claimed invention being "capable of only actuating one 
vatve at a tbne", then Fujita absolutely does not anticipate the claimed invention because 
Fujita "may be configured to simultaneously open two or more stop valves "* 

Accordingly, Applicant submits that Fujita does not disclose each and every 
element of the claimed invention arranged as in the claim, and absent anticipatory 
disclosure in Fujita of each and every element of the claimed invention arranged as in the 
claim, Fujita cannot be anticipatory. 

Regarding Claim 16 

To allege anticipation by Fujita of the claimed "... wherein the power is 
insufficient to actuate the actuatable valve if more than one switch is closed", the 
Examiner remarks "The term '^wherein" is being given patentable weight in such that the 
system [of the reference] only need to be capable of only opening one valve." (emphasis 
added) (Paper No. 2006021 5, page 3). 

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed invention is limited by the 
"wherein" clause to provide a process comprising c \ . .energizing the circuit defined by the 
closed switch to open the actuatable valve, ^wherein the power is insufficient to actuate 
the actuatable valve if more than one switch is closed ." 

Applicant finds Fujita to disclose *\ although the gas feed device 20 of the 
illustrative embodiment judges trouble of the pressure sensors 52 to 58 by fully one nine 
all of the f ully closed stop valves 42 to 48, the device may be configured to 
simultaneously open two or more stop valves. » (Fujita, paragraph [0022], lines 1-5). 
Applicant submits that Fujita is absent disclosure of the claimed "... energizing the 
circuit defined by the closed switch to open the actuatable valve ...wherein the power is 
insufficient to actuate the actuatable valve if more than one switch is closed. " 
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Furthermore, if, and only for purposes of example, Applicant were to accept the 
Examiner's interpretation of the claimed invention "such that the system only need to be 
capable of only openin g one valve ", then Fujita absolutely does not anticipate the 
claimed invention because Fujita may be configured for "fully opening all of the fully 
closed stop valves" or M the device may be configured to simultaneously open two or 
more stop valves' 9 . 

As such, Fujita necessarily cannot be read to disclose the claimed limitation of 
"...energizing the circuit defined by the closed switch to open the actuatable valve 
. . .wherein the power is insufficient to actuate the actuatable valve if more than one 
switch is closed . " 

Accordingly, Applicant submits that Fujita does not disclose each and every claim 
element arranged as in the claim, and absent anticipatory disclosure in Fujita of each and 
every element of the claimed invention arranged as in the claim, Fujita cannot be 
anticipatory. 

Re garding Claim 25 

To allege anticipation by Fujita of the claimed "...wherein the actuatable valve 
opens ... in response to a signal from the processing unit and in the absence of a second 
actuatable valve of a second control module of the gas regulation system being open ", 
the Examiner remarks "The term "wherein" is being given patentable weight in such that 
the system [of the reference] only need to be capable of only opening one valve at a 
time." (Paper No. 2006021 5, page 4) 

Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed invention is limited by the 
"wherein" clause to provide a control module "...wherein the actuatable valve opens ... 
in response to a signal from the processing unit and in the absence of a second 
actuatable valve of a second control module of the gas regulation system being open." 

Applicant finds Fujita to disclose "... although the gas feed device 20 of the 
illustrative embodiment judges trouble of the pressure sensors 52 to 58 by fully open ins 
all of the f ully closed stop valves 42 to 48, the device may be configured to 
simultaneously oven tw o or more stop valves . . ." (Fujita, paragraph [0022], lines 1-5). 
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Applicant therefore submits that Fujita is absent disclosure of the claimed u . . .wherein the 
actuatabte valve opens ... in the absence of a second actuatabte valve ... being open " 
Furthermore, if, and only for purposes of example, Applicant were to accept the 
Examiner's interpretation of the claimed invention "such that the system only need to be 
capable of only opening one valve ", then Fujita absolutely does not anticipate the 
claimed invention because Fujita may be configured for "fulty opening all of the fully 
closed stop valves" or " the device may be configured to simultaneously open two or 
more stop valves". 

As such, Fiyita necessarily cannot be read to disclose the claimed limitation of 
"...wherein the actuatabte valve opens ... in response to a signal from the processing 
unit and in the absence of a second actuatabte valve of a second control module of the 
gas regulation system being open. 77 

Accordingly, Applicant submits that Fujita does not disclose each and every claim 
element arranged as in the claim, and absent anticipatory disclosure in Fujita of each and 
every element of the claimed invention arranged as in the claim, Fujita cannot be 
anticipatoiy. 

Rfiggrdinff Claims IQ-lh 13-15, and 18 

Dependent Claims inherit all the limitations of the respective parent claim. In 
view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 10-11,13-15, 
and 18 are directed to allowable subject matter and requests reconsideration and 
allowance thereof. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant submits that Fujita does not disclose 
each and every element of the claimed invention arranged as claimed and therefore cannot 
be anticipatory. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's 
rejection under 35 US,C- § 102(b) has been traversed, and requests that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw of this rej ection. 
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Refections Under 35 I J S P. SI ft -If fl ) 

Claims 2 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
overFujita as applied to Claims 1 and 16, and further in view of Agricola et al. (U.S. 
Publication 2002/0134342, hereinafter Agricola). 

Claims 3 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fujita as applied to Claims 1 and 16, and further in view of Takeda et al. (U.S. 
Publication 2002/0O92575, hereinafter Takeda). 

Claims 4-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita as applied to Claim 1 , and further in view of Belcher, Jr. (U.S. Patent Number 
2,793,813 hereinafter Belcher). 

Claims 4-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Fujita. 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita as applied to Claim 1 , and further in view of Petite et al. (U.S. Publication 
2002/0125998, hereinafter Petite). 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Fujita. 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Fujita 
as applied to Claim 1 , and further in view of Watson. (U.S. Patent Number 3,322,135 
hereinafter Watson). 

Claims 12 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita in view of Agricola as applied to Claim 2, and further in view of Takeda. 

Claim 1 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita as applied to Claim 1 6, and further in view of Agicola. 

Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita as applied to Claim 16, and further in view of Belcher. 

Claims 22-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita in view of Agricola as applied to Claim 17, and further in view of Takeda. 
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Claim 26 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujita as applied to Claim 25, and further in view of Belcher. 

Claims 1, 10-11, 14, 16, 18, and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatenable over Mc Jones (U.S. Patent Number 3,719,196, hereinafter McJones) in 
view of Fujita. 

Claims 2 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Agricola. 

Claims 3 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Takeda. 

Claims 4-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Belcher. 

Claims 4-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita. 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones in view of Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Petite et al (U.S. 
Patent Publ. No. 2002/0125998, hereinafter Petite). 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita. 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Watson. 

Claim 12 stands rejected under under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McJones, Fujita, and Agricola as applied to Claim 2, and further in view of Takeda. 

Claim 13 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1, and further in view of Fujita. 

Claim 15 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 1 , and further in view of Fujita, 

Claim 17 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 16, and further in view of Agricola. 
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Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mc Jones and Fujita as applied to Claim 16, and further in view of Belcher. 

Claims 22-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mc Jones, Fujita and Agricola as applied to Claim 17, and further in view of Takeda. 

Claim 26 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McJones and Fujita as applied to Claim 25, and further in view of Belcher. 

Applicant traverses these rejections for the following reasons. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the obviousness rejection based on the 
References is improper as the References fail to teach or suggest each and every element 
of the instant invention arranged in such a manner as to perform as the claimed 
invention performs. For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet 
the burden of establishing a prima facie caae of obviousness. In re Fine, 5 U,S,P,Q.2d 
1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). The Examiner must meet the burden of establishing that all 
elements of the invention are taught or suggested in the prior art. MPEP §2143.03. 

Additionally, Applicant respectfully submits that obviousness cannot be supported 
by a proposed modification that would render the prior art invention being modified 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. In re Gordon, 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984); 
MPEP §2143.01. 

Regarding Examiner's P aragra phs 5-16 and 18-31 

The Examiner acknowledges that Fujita does not disclose each and every element 
of the claimed invention, and looks to various other references to cure the deficiencies of 
Fujita. 

In view of the claims under Examiner's Paragraphs 5-16 and 18-31 being 
dependent claims, Applicant not only agrees that Fujita is deficient in teaching each and 
every element of the claimed invention, but that Fujita is also deficient in disclosing each 
and every element of the respective parent claim, as set forth above, and that the various 
references cited by the Examiner to reject the subject dependent claims are deficient in 
curing the core deficiencies of Fujita with respect to the parent claims. Accordingly, 
absent a teaching or suggestion of each and every element of the claimed invention 
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arranged so as to perform as the claimed invention performs, a prima facie case of 
obviousness cannot be established. 

For at least the reasons set forth above regarding the patentability of the parent 
claims, Applicant submits that the dependent claims under Examiner's Paragraphs 5-16 
and 18*31 are patentable because the references fail to cure the deficiencies of Fujita with 
respect to a teaching or suggestion of each and every element present in the parent claims. 

Regarding Claim 7 More Specifically 

Claim 7 recites, inter alia, 

". . .wherein the gas storage device comprises a unique identifier that can be read 
by the manifold controller" 

In alleging obviousness of Claim 7, the Examiner has not stated with specificity 
where each and every element of Claim 7 arranged so as to perform as the claimed 
invention performs may be found in the cited references. 

Absent a showing of each and every element of the claimed invention arranged so 
as to perform as the claimed invention performs, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot 
be established. 

Regarding Examiner's Ptt^frphi7,..&ftd fcdqpegdrat Cb rimaX. 16.m&2i 

The Examiner acknowledges that McJones is deficient in teaching the claimed 
invention as a whole, and looks to Fujita to cure these deficiencies. 

The Examiner alleges "Mc Jones does not disclose a power source in electrical 
communication with each of the actuatable valves. Fujita discloses the use of a power 
source for controlling the actuatable valves and also that the valves are electrical. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to utilize the electrical controls and the electrically actuatable valves of Fujita 
onto the system of McJones, in order to have more control of the system." (Paper 
20060215, page 10) 

In comparing the combination of McJones and Fujita with the instant invention, 
Applicant finds McJones to teach a sequential tank charging process wherein "Means is 
also provided to prevent gas communication between a container and the source of 
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pressurized gas when another container is being charged 17 (Mc Jones, col. 2, lines 10- 
13). Fujita discloses a "... trouble detecting means which judge [sic] a trouble of the gas 
pressure detecting means on the basis of the opening and closing actions of at least two 
stop valves among the respective stop valves and the gas pressure detected by the gas 
pressure detecting means fitted together with the at least two stop valves." (Fujita, 
paragraph [0006], lines 9-14). 

If Mc Jones were to be modified by Fujita as suggested by the Examiner, then 
Mc Jones would necessarily include a trouble detecting means that judges trouble of the 
gas pressure detecting means on the basis of the opening and closing actions of at least 
two stop valves . Also, as discussed above, Fujita may be configured for 'fully opening 
all of the fully closed stop valves" or " the device may be configured to simultaneously 
open two or more stop valves 97 . Accordingly, a modified Mc Jones would necessarily 
include a configuration where more than one valve were open. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that modification of Mc Jones to 
incoiporate the testing means as taught by Fujita would render the sequential charging 
process of McJones unsatisfactory for its intended purpose (a sequential charging process 
would no longer be sequential if more than one valve were open at the same time). 

Accordingly, Applicant submits that Fujita is absent any teaching, suggestion or 
motivation to modify McJones for the purpose of arriving at the claimed invention while 
maintaining McJones to be satisfectoty for its intended purpose. As such, Applicant 
submits that the combination of McJones and Fujita does not establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness. 

Regarding Claims 1 6 and 25 More Specifically 

In comparing the reasons for rejection as set forth by the Examiner with regard to 
Claims 16 and 25, Applicant finds that the Examiner has merely provided a broad, 
conclusoiy restatement of the claim language, without specific recitation of where each 
and every element of the claimed invention may be found in the combination of McJones 
and Fujita. 
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As such, Applicant submits that a broad, conclusory restatement of the claim 
language without specific direction within the references to where each and every element 
arranged in a manner to perform as the claimed invention performs, does not in and of 
itself establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Absent a specific teaching or 
suggestion in the references of each an every element of the claimed invention arranged 
so as to perform as the claimed invention performs, McJones and Fujita cannot properly 
be combined to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that the references are absent a 
teaching, suggestion or motivation to arrive at each and every element of the claimed 
invention arranged to perform as the claimed invention performs and are therefore wholly 
inadequate in their teaching of the invention as a whole, fail to motivate one skilled in the 
art to do what the patent applicant has done as such a combination would render the prior 
art being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, and therefore cannot properly 
be used to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of all rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a), which Applicant considers to be traversed. 

In light of the forgoing, Applicant respectftilly submits that the Examiner's 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) and 35 U.S.C. §103(a) have been traversed, and 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw these rejections. 

Regarding New Claims 31-32 

Applicant has added new Claim 31, which depends from Claim 1, and new Claim 
32, which depends from Claim 16. No new matter has been added as antecedent support 
may be found in the application as originally filed, such as in the originally filed claims 
(Claim 31 subject matter) and Paragraph [0025] (Claim 32 subject matter), for example. 
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In view of the remarks set forth above regarding the allowability of Claims 1, 7 
and 16, Applicant submits that Claims 31-32 are allowable, and respectfully requests 
entry and notice of allowance thereof. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees that may be 
required for this amendment* or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 06- 



In the event that an extension of time is required, or may be required in addition to 
that requested in a petition for extension of time, the Commissioner is requested to grant 
a petition for that extension of time that is required to make this response timely and is 
hereby authorized to charge any fee for such an extension of time or credit any 
overpayment for an extension of time to the above-identified Deposit Account. 



U30, 



Respectfully submitted, 



CANTOR COLBURN LLP 




Applicant's Attorneys 



David Arnold 
Registration No; 48,894 
Customer No. 23462 
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